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Executive Summary

Bulloch County and Statesboro have experienced substantial growth in recent years. With this growth comes an
increased demand for mobility within the community, especially for segments of the population that lack
transportation options due to financial or physical limitations. Recognizing this potential need and building on a
successful Bulloch County TSPLOST referendum in April 2018 that set aside funding for transit, the City of Statesboro
initiated a Transit Feasibility Study (TFS) to determine the viabity of a new public transportation system.

The purpose of the TFS is to evaluate public transportation needs based on market data and input from the
community, develop and evaluate alternatives, and identify potential funding sources and implementation
strategies. The City hired a consultant team led by Connetics Transportation Group (CTG), a public transit planning
consulting firm based in Atlanta, Georgia, to conduct the study in coordination with the City and stakeholder
representatives throughout the community.

The study was delivered in three phases. The first phase involved a public transit needs assessment that considered
the demand for transit in Statesboro relative to existing public and private services. The second phase encompassed
the development and evaluation of potential service alternatives to address the identified needs. In the third and
final phase, an implementation and funding plan was prepared to serve as a roadmap for future system
development. A robust stakeholder and public engagement program guided each phase of the study.

This executive summary is a companion to the full TFSFinal Report and provides a high-l e v e | overview of

findings and recommendations.

Needs Assessment Findings

The market analysis and public and stakénolder engagement process revealed several key needs and opportunities
regarding public transportation in Statesboro. These are summarized below.

1 Rapid Population and Employment Growth : The need for expanded mobility options in Statesboro is
being driven by the rapid population and employment growth that has occurred across the region in recent
years.Since 2000, the City has experienced 88% increase in population while employment has increased
17% since 2006.This growth is anticipated to continue into the future. According to updated forecasts cited
in the Coast al Regi onal Commi ssionds (CRC) 2015
expect to add another 4,500 to 6,000residents by 2020, and as many as 13,500 to 17,000 by 2030As the
City continues to add new residents and jobs in the coming years, investments in transportation
infrastructure and services will be required to manage the accompanying demand for travel.

1 Large Transportation Disadvantaged Population : Findings from the transit market analysis, public
survey, and stakeholder interviews indicate that a large segment of the Statesboro population is
transportation disadvantaged due to financial or physical limitations. The market analysis indicated that
more than 6,500 households with annual incomes below $35,000 are located in areas with high levels of
transit propensity and sufficient density to support scheduled transit service, and 1,000 of these households
do not have access to a vehicle. These areas also include 2,200 senioragarly 20,000 school and college
age students, and 3,000 disabled individuals. In terms of employment, areas of highest transit potential in
Statesboro encompass nearly 18,000 total jobs. More than 5,000 of those jobs are in the retail and service
sectors, and more than 6,000 are low-wage jobs. These figures represent a market segment that is
potentially underserved by the existing public transportation services.
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1 Lack of Mobility Options Available to General Public and Low Existing Transit Utilization : Exsting
ridership on the Coastal Regional Coaches (CRC) demandesponse service in Bulloch County is relatively
low, totaling about 10,000 one-way trips in FY2016, or about 40 trips per average weekday. In terms of
service consumed by the general public in Bulloch County, this equates to about 0.13 annual passenger
trips per capita, which is roughly half the rate reported by all demand response operators in Georgia in
2017 and one-third of the rate reported by all demand response operators located in the sout heastern
United States with service area populations less than 100,000 residents Given the magnitude of the
transportation disadvantaged population in Statesboro, this relatively low transit utilization rate may
represent untapped demand. This notion is supported by results from the public survey conducted during
the first phase of this study, in which nearly 90% of respondents indicated that they have used transit in
other cities, but only 20% have used transit in Statesboro. The lack of transit usage amag the general
public in Bulloch County can likely be attributed to a number of factors, including a lack of awareness or
understanding of how to use the CRC service; scheduling, cost, or reliability concerns; or a poor perception
of public transportation. Evidence from similar-size cities across the southeast indicates that providing a
reliable alternative may reveal latent demand for transit in Statesboro. Of all cities that provide fixed or
flex-route bus service, the average per capita annual ridershipis more than 10. While factors such as service
levels influence total ridership demand, this figure provides a general indication of typical service
consumption in similar-size communities to Statesboro.

1 Access to Employment and Activity Centers : Providing access to jobs, education, shopping, and essential
services is a key function of public transportation. Data reported by CRC for FY2016 indicates that only 8%
of its daily passenger trips served in Bulloch County were for employment purposes, or less than four trips
per day. While more than 50% of its daily trips provided were for educational, medical, shopping, or
nutrition purposes, these only account for about 22 trips served per day. Given the population and
employment growth in Statesboro, there is a need to ensure that reliable transportation alternatives are
available to provide all residents the opportunity to access employment, shopping, and medical and social
services. This need was commonly cited by stakeholders and the public alike during the nitial phase of
engagement. Moreover, several stakeholders framed the need for improved access to jobs and shopping
opportunities in terms of promoting economic development throughout the community

1 Inter -Campus and Campus-Community Connectivity : Interviews with stakeholders and findings from
the public survey revealed a need to provide better connectivity between the three college campuses in
Statesboro, as well as between those campuses and retail centers. While EGSC currently provides a shuttle
linking the three campuses and GSU provides circulators on its campus, these services are limited to
students and faculty and do not provide connectivity
Express service carries more than 1.5 million passengers peyear, this wellestablished market segment
may be inclined to use an expanded transit service to access offcampus retail and services, especially those
students who may not have access to a vehicle.

1 Public and Stakeholder Support for Transit : Despite lowe xi sti ng transi't ridersh
campus-oriented service, the public survey indicated significant public support for transit. Approximately
80% of survey respondents indicated that transit is needed in Statesboro. Based on the survey, the publc 6 s
goals for transit are oriented towards promoting equity and serving transportation disadvantaged
populations. This sentiment is consistent with the findings of the market analysis that suggest the market
for transit in Statesboro will largely be driven by the transportation disadvantaged community. Moreover,
previous plans, including the 2009 LRTP and 2014 Comprehensive Plan update, cited public and stakeholder
support for exploring expanded transit options.
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Alternative Public Transportation Strategies

Several alternative strategies were developed to address the public transportation needs and opportunities
identified during the initial phase of the TFS. A total of 11 initial alternatives were developed and screened based
on community input and evaluatio n criteria, culminating in a set of four final alternatives. These alternatives provide
a range of strategies, including demand response, fixedroute service, and flexroute service, as summarized below:

|l

Alternative 1. Demand Response Service within City L imits & This alternative would provide City-
operated (either directly or through a service contract) demand response service within the City of
Statesboro. While this alternative is similar to the existing Coastal Regional Coachesservice, expanded
servicelevels would be provided at a lower fare to encourage increased ridership.

Alternative 2: Orange Loop Fixed -Route Service & This alternative would provide fixed-route service
along a loop route. Buses would operate in both directions of travel connecting major destinations
throughout the City. Complementary ADA paratransit would be provided within % of a mile of the route.
Alternative 3: Red and Blue Fixed -Route Service - This alternative would provide fixed-route service
along two routes, the Red and Blue routes, with a connection point downtown. Buses would operate in both
directions of travel connecting major destinations th roughout the City. Complementary ADA paratransit
would be provided within ¥ of a mile of the route.

Alternative 4: Red and Blue Flex -Route Service - This alternative would provide flex-route service along
two routes, the Red and Blue routes, with a connecion point downtown. Buses would operate in both
directions of travel and would pick -up or drop -off customers within ¥ of a mile of the route upon request.

The final alternatives were analyzed in detail to determine annual operations and maintenance (O&M) costs, capital
costs, ridership estimates, and other community benefits. The final service alternatives and their corresponding
service plansare summarized in Table ESL, below, and illustrated in Figures ES1 through ES-3.

Table ES-1: Alternative Public Transportation Service Strategies

Demand Response

Fixed Route

Flex Route

CRC continues to provide
Status | demand response service
Quo in Bulloch County/
Statesboro.

Mon.-Fri. (5 days /week)
Span: 7 AMd 5 PM (10 hours) Base Fare: $3.00
24-Hour Advance Reservation Required

Demand response service Mon.- Fri. (5 days / week)

=A =4 =4 =4 =4 -84 42

1 within Citv limits Span: 6 AM - 6 PM (12 hours) Base Fare: $2.00
y ’ Advance Reservation Required
5 Orange Loop Fixed Route Mon.- Fri. (5 days / week)
+ ADA Paratransit Span: 6 AMd 6 PM (12 hours) Base Fare: $1.00
Frequency: 60 Minutes All Day Discount Fare: $0.50
+
3 Red / Blue Routes + ADA ADA complementary paratransit within Pass products TBD

Paratransit 3/4 mile of each route

1 Mon.- Fri. (5 days / week)
1 Span: 6 AMd 6 PM (12 hours) Base Fare: $1.00

4 Red / Blue Flex Routes 1 Weekday Frequency: 90 Minutes All Day| Discount Fare: $0.50
1 Vehicles deviate from route upon Pass products TBD

request within 3/4 mile of each route
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Figure ES-1: Alternative 1 0 Demand Response Service within City Limits
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Figure ES-2: Alternative 2 0 Orange Fixed -Route Service
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Figure ES-3: Alternatives 3 and 4 0 Red and Blue Fixed -Route / Flex -Route Service
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Estimated capital and O&M costs, ridership, and fare revenue for each alternative are identified in Table ES2.
Alternative 1, which proposes demand response service within the City, requires the lowest capital and annual
operating costs, but also produces the lowest ridership. At the other end of the spectrum, the two fixed -route
scenarios, Alternatives 2 and 3, require the highest capital and operatingcosts, but are the most productive in terms
of ridership.

Table ES-2: Cost and Ridership Estimates for Final Alternatives (2019 $)

Total Annual Annual Annual

Alternative Capital o&M Passenger Fare
Cost Cost Trips Revenue
1 - Demand Response $370,000 $262,200 7,100 $14,200
2 - Orange Loop Fixed Route $714,000 $664,100 77,400 $64,050
3 - Red / Blue Fixed Route $718,750 $658,800 96,000 $78,625
4 - Red / Blue Flex Route $548,750 $502,200 60,500 $45,375

Funding andimplementation Considerations

Implementing a public transportation system is a complex undertaking. If the City elects to move forward with one
of the above service alternatives, the following primary steps will be required to implement service:

91 Identify a nd Secure Funding Sources: In the near-term, it is expected that the City will be eligible for
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5311 (NorUrban) grant funding, which will provide a match
of up to 80% of total capital costs. There is a potential to obtain up to 10% state funding for capital expenses,
with the City providing the remaining 10%. In addition to directly -generated fare revenues, FTA Section
5311 will provide up to 50% of annual operating costs, with the City providing the other half. The City must
apply with GDOT to become an eligible subrecipient of these funds. This process begins in the fall of each
year, with grant awards announced each spring.Prior to applying to GDOT, the City must ensure that its
selected transit system isincluded in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).

1 Select Service Delivery Method: Three primary service delivery methods are available to the City.The first
involves the City directly providing the operations and maintenance of the system with its own staff and
fixed assets. The second involves contracting out operations and maintenance to a third party contractor,
with the contractor required to supply all fixed assets. The third option is a hybrid, with the city providing
the fixed assetsand a service contracting providing the operations and maintenance functions.

1 Establish Transit Advisory Committee: It is recommended that a Transit Advisory Committee be
established to guide the implementation of the system and related policymaking. This committee would be
responsible for developing and managing a detailed start-up work program. An example of this work
program is provided in Section 8 of this report.

1 Procure Service Contractor and Fixed Assets : Depending on the service alternative and delivery method
selected, a service contractor will need to be procured. This process typically takes about six months,with
an additional three months required after notice -to-proceed for contractor mobilization. Procurement of
buses could take anywhere from 1218 mont hs i f new vehicles ar-the-being
shel fd model s ar e s elcanteattaesdutilized, this duraton ceuldabe enuch dhorter.
Development of an operations and maintenance facility requires the longest lead-time and substantial costs.
For this reason, it is recommended that the City seek to identify an existing facility that can be utilized for
this purpose or require that the contractor provide a facility as part of the terms of a service contract.
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1. Introduction

Bulloch County and Statesboro have experienced substantial growth in recent years. With this growth comes an
increased demand for mobility within the community, especially for segments of the population that lack
transportation options due to financial or physical limitations. Recognizing this potential need and building on a
successfulBulloch County TSPLOST referendum in April 2018 that set asidéunding for transit , the City of Statesboro
initiated a Transit Feasibility Study (TFS) to determine the viability of a new public transportation system.

The purpose of the TFSis to evaluate public transportation needs based on market data and input from the
community, develop and evaluate alternatives, and identify potential funding sources and implementation
strategies. The City hired a consultant team led by Connetics Transportation Group (CTG)a public transit planning
consulting firm based in Atlanta, Georgia to conduct the study in coordination with the City and stakeholder
representatives throughout the community .

The study was delivered in three phases. The first phaseinvolved a public transit needs assessmentthat considered
the demand for transit in Statesboro relative to existing public and private services. The second phaseencompassed
the development and evaluation of potential service alternatives to address the identified needs. In the third and
final phase, an implementation and funding plan was prepared to serve as a roadmap for future system
development. A robust stakeholder and public engagement program guided each phase of the study.

This final report documents the technical analysesand findings of the TFS. The report is organized into seven
subsequent sections, as outlined below.

I Section 2: Existing Conditions Assessment provides an overview of the existing conditions within
Statesboro and Bulloch County that influence the demand for transit. This section alsodocuments the public
and private transportation options that currently exist.

1 Section 3: Peer Analysis provides a summary of three comparable peer cities that operate various forms
of public transportation.

I Section 4: Summary of Public Engagement Activities describes the stakeholder and community
involvement activities that occurred throughout the study .

1 Section 5: Purpose and Need s Assessment, Goals, and Objectives describesthe purpose of the project
and transportation needs that were revealed through the market analysis and public engagement process
This section alsoestablishesthe guiding principles, goals, objectives, and evaluation metricsfor the study
alternatives based on identified needs.

1 Section 6: Definition and Evaluation of  Initial Transit Service Alternatives documents the development,
evaluation, and screening of the initial service alternatives and selection of final service alternatives for
further evaluation.

I Section 7: Final Service Alternatives provides a detailed assessment of the costs and benefits ofthe final
service alternatives. Future service improvementsare also identified.

1 Section 8: Implementation Plan provides an overview of the potential funding opportunities for public
transit, defines the various management models available to the City, and describes the implementation
tasks required to launch a new transit system.
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2. Existing Conditions Assessment

This section provides an assessment of the existingmarket and transportation conditions in Statesboro that
influence the demand for public transit. A market analysis is provided summarizing the demographic and
socioeconomic conditions of the Statesboro community followed by an overview of the existing public and private
transportation alternatives that are currently available.

2.1. TransitMarket Analysis

To understand the need and feasibility of public transportation services in Statesboro and surrounding areas of
Bulloch County, a transit market analysis wagrepared to evaluate the community characteristics and travel patterns
that influence the potential demand for transit service. The following sections provide an overview of the
components of transit demand, an analysis of the observed population and empl oyment characteristics in the study
area, and key travel patterns.

2.1.1. Estimating the Demand for Transit

As illustrated in Figure 2-1 the demand for public transportation is influenced by a variety of factors. These factors
include population and employment d ensity, the prevalence of transportation disadvantaged populations, major
activity generators, parking availability and cost, and the monetary and time cost of driving a personal automobile.
In most urban settings, population and employment density are typ ically the most predicative indicators of transit
patronage.

Figure 2-1: Components of Transit Demand

Population and Employment
m Density

“_\ Transportation
\ Disadvantaged Populations

9 Major Activity Generators

O

a\ Parking Availability and Cost

[ o
== Monetary and Time Cost of

E Driving

May 7, 2019 Page 2



Statesboro Transit Feasibility Study
Final Report

In addition to population and employment, other factors help distinguish transit markets in a community . Transit
markets are commonly grouped into two categories:

91 Discretionary riders are those who have adequate financial and physical means to operate a private
automobile but choose to ride transit as a personal choice or out of convenience. Discretionary riders are
more commonplace in high -density metropolitan areas, where factors such parking availability and the cost
of driving due to long commutes or traffic congestion increase the advantage of riding transit versus driving.

1 Transit dependentriders arethose who utilize transit services due to lack of financial resources or physical
ability to own or operate a personal automobile. Compared to discretionary riders, transit dependent riders
tend to use transit for a larger variety of trip purposes beyond work commuting, including shopping,
medical appointments, and social activities.

In smaller urban settings like Statesboro, the demand for transit is largely driven by transit dependent riders,
although major activity and employment centers can significantly influence demand in specific locations. Other
factors that would otherwise attract choice riders, such as parking availability and the cost of driving, are less
common in Statesboro. A notable exception, however, is Georgia Southern University (GSU)here limited parking
availability and the pedestrian-oriented environment creates a strong market for transit in and around campus.
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2.1.2. Population and Employment
As noted above, population and employment are key determinants of transit demand. The following sections
describe population and employment characteristics and trends in Statesboro and Bulloch County.

Population Characteristics

According to 2017 U.S. Census estimates, Bulloch County had a population of 76,149. Statesboro accounted for 41%
of the county total, with a population of 31,379 in 2017. As shown in Table 2-1 and Figure 2-2, county and city
population has increased steadily since 1990, with the total county population increasing 77% over the 27-year
period versus a 98% increase in Statesborgoopulation, for a 2.8% and 3.6% annual growth rate, respectively. These
figures outpace the state annual growth rate of 2.3% over the same period. Growth has slowed somewhat in recent
years, with a 2.5% annual growth rate observed between 2000 and 2010, ad 1.5% between 2010 and 2017 in
Statesboro.

Since 1990, nearly half of the total population growth in Bulloch County has been occurred in the City of Statesboro.
Despite this growth, population density in the city has increased marginally as the municipal area has grown in size.
As evidenced in Table 22, density increased from 3.1 persons per acre in 1990, before declining in 2000 during a
period of city expansion. In 2017, the population density had increased to 3.5 persons per acre.

Table 2-1: Bulloch County and Statesboro Figure 2-2: Bulloch County and Statesboro
Population Change, 1990 - 2017 Population Change, 1990 62017

. Statesboro Bulloch County

80,000
ear
Population Populatlon 70,000

1990 15854 43,125 60,000
2000 22,698 43% 55,983 30% 50,000
2010 = 28422 25% 70,217 25% 40,000

30,000
2017 31379 10% 76,149 8%

20,000
Table 2-2: Bulloch County and Statesboro 10,000
0

Population Density Change, 1990 - 2017
1990 2000 2010 2017

v Statesboro Bulloch County Bulloch Count Statesh
ear ulloch County ® Statesboro

1990 5,056 440,832

2000 8,077 2.8 440,832 0.1
2010 8,896 3.2 440,832 0.2
2017 8,896 8.5 440,832 0.2

Figures 2-3 and 2-4 on the following pages show total population and population density by U.S. Census block
group throughout the city and surrounding areas of Bulloch County. In general, most areas within the city limits
have a population density of less than two persons per acre, although concentrations of population occur around
the GSU campus where large multifamily housing complexes are located catering to the student population.
Moderate density of two to four persons per acre are located in the bloc k groups adjacent to downtown, generally
along Main Street, Northside Drive, and Fair Road.
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Figure 2-3: Total Population (2016 ACS)
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